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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 8/3/2004, the applicant has submitted an 
amendment, filed 1 1/3/2004, amending the specification, abstract, and claim 19, while adding 
claims 22-27 and arguing to traverse the art rejection based on the limitations regarding 
information and status messages relating to a voice output and selecting reading messages by a 
processing device (Amendment, Page 7). Applicant's arguments have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

2. Based on the amendments to the abstract, specification and claim 19, the examiner has 
withdrawn the previous objections directed towards minor informalities. 

Response to Arguments 

3. With respect to Claim 20, the applicant argues that Marx et al (U.S. Patent: 6,173,266) 
fails to changing a dialog communication level in response to a failure to interact with a last of 
successive alternatives, however, as noted in the previous office action Marx discloses a means 
for providing alternative prompts in response to either a recognition or timeout error. Marx also 
provides the means for specifying a termination condition after a successive number of speech 
input attempts (Col. 13, Line 40- Col 14, Line 8). Thus, after a failure to reply to a prompt and a 
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specified number of reprompts and that are alternatives of the original prompt (timeout or 
recognition errors), the dialog state will be reset or terminated. In other words a threshold retry 
number is reached when a user fails to properly respond to a reprompt for a final time. 
Therefore, Marx teaches the traversed claim limitation. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 11-13, 15, 17, 18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Tsunoda (U.S. Patent: 4,359,713). 

With respect to Claims 1 1 and 21, Tsunoda recites: 

Storing the at least one of information and status messages relating to a voice output in a 
speech memory (voice memory, Col. 3, Lines 24-35, and Fig. 1, Element 11); 

Selectively reading the at least one of information and status messages by a processing 
device (voice output selector, Col. 3, Lines 24-35, and Fig. 1, Element 10)\ and 

Outputting the at least one of information and status messages on an output device using 
an intonation in accordance with a relevance (outputting a louder voice for urgent or important 
information, Col 5, Lines 16-41). 

With respect to Claim 12, Tsunoda discloses: 
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The output device includes a loudspeaker (Col 4, Lines 1-4, and Fig. 1, Elements 16a- 

16d). 

With respect to Claim 13, Tsunoda recites: 

Information and status messages requiring immediate action are output in the outputting 
step using a command intonation (louder voice used to warn a user to respond to a low fuel 
situation, Col. 5, Lines 16-41). 

With respect to Claim 14, Tsunoda recites: 

Information and status messages requiring immediate action are output in the outputting 
step at a high volume (urgent message regarding low fuel, output in a louder warning voice 
volume, Col 5, Lines 16-41). 

With respect to Claim 15, Tsunoda recites: 

Information and status messages requiring immediate action are output in the outputting 
step in a harsh manner (loud voice, Col 5, Lines 16-41). 
With respect to Claim 16, Tsunoda discloses: 

Changing the speaking voice, by selecting from a plurality of speaking voices, for 
information and status messages requiring immediate action (different speaking voices for 
enabling a user to distinguish information in a warning message, Col 7, Lines 49-68). 

With respect to Claim 17, Tsunoda recites: 

Increasing the intonation and a connotation of the at least one of information and status 
messages requiring immediate action in accordance with importance (increasing voice loudness 
to suggest an increased level of urgency to an observer, Col 5, Lines 16-41, and Col 8, Lines 1- 
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With respect to Claim 18, Tsunoda recites: 

Varying the intonation with a decreasing connotation for the at least one of information 
and status messages not requiring immediate action (decreasing voice loudness to suggest a 
lowered level of urgency to an observers, Col 5, Lines 16-41, and Col. 8, Lines 1-7). 

With respect to Claim 22, Tsunoda discloses: 

At least of information and status messages is output in the outputting step in a time 
period in accordance with the relevance (outputting voice warnings in a specific time order 
according to importance, Col 7, Lines 49-68). 

With respect to Claim 23, Tsunoda recites: 

The plurality of speaking voices includes a male voice and a female voice, the male voice 
used for the at least one of information and status messages requiring immediate action and the 
female voice used for the at least one of information and status messages not requiring 
immediate action (outputting warning messages according to importance using a male and 
female voice, Col 7, Lines 49-68). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsunoda in view 
of Grim ttdl (U.S. Patent: 5,584,052). 

With respect to Claim 19, Tsunoda teaches the method of volume alteration of a voice 
warning according to urgency, as applied to Claim 11. Tsunoda does not specifically suggest an 
additional step of controlling an electrical device using speech recognition, however, Gulau 
recites: 

Controlling the at least one electrical device using speech recognition (controlling 
various vehicle functions using a speech recognition engine, Col 2, Lines 30-64). 

Tsunoda and Gulau are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
speech processing in an automotive application. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Tsunoda with the 
use of a speech recognition engine to control various vehicle functions as taught by Gulau to 
provide a hands-free and convenient means for automobile system control (Gulau, Col 2, Lines 
30-64). 

8. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsunoda in view 
of Marx et al (U. S. Patent: 6, 1 73, 266) . 

With respect to Claim 20, Tsunoda teaches the method of volume alteration of a voice 
warning according to urgency, as applied to Claim 11. Tsunoda does not teach the use of 
alternative messages or the change in dialog state supplied when a user fails to respond, however 
Marx discloses: 
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Successively outputting alternatives of the information and status messages in response to 
a failure to interact until an interaction occurs (prompts and re-prompts provided until a 
threshold number of recognition errors or timeouts occurs, Col 13, Line 40- Col 14, Line 8). 

Changing a dialog-communication level in response to a failure to interact with a last of 
the successive alternatives (fallback and termination steps upon successive timeouts, Col. 13, 
Line 40- Col. 14, Line 8, and Fig. 6). 

Tsunoda and Marx are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
providing speech-based messages and information to a user. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of 
Tsunoda with the method of providing multiple prompt attempts in varying forms to a user that 
implements fallback and termination steps upon successive interaction failures as taught by Marx 
in order to provide a convenient means for error recovery when a user fails to respond to a 
prompt or when a recognition error occurs (Marx, Col 13, Lines 12-67). 

With respect to Claim 26, Marx further recites: 

The failures to interact include a lack of interaction (failure to respond resulting in a 
timeout, Col. 13, Line 40- Col 14, Line 8). 

9. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsunoda in view 
of Marx et al (U.S. Patent: 6,173,266), and further in view of Nara et al (U.S. Patent: 
5,007,095). 

With respect to Claim 24, Tsunoda in view of Marx teaches the method of volume 
alteration of a voice warning according to urgency that also includes a means for reprompting a 
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user after a failed interaction using an alternative prompt and changing a dialog state upon failing 
to respond to a final reprompt, as applied to Claim 20. Tsunoda in view of Marx does not 
specifically suggest the of generating a synthesized prompt using a random number generator, 
however the use of such a device for implementing a fluctuation in synthesized speech is well- 
known in the art, as is evidenced by Nara (Col. 9, Lines 3-19). 

Tsunoda, Marx, and Nara are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in speech synthesis. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Tsunoda in view of Marx with the 
means for altering synthesized speech using a random number generator as taught by Nara in 
order to implement a well-known means for producing a natural sounding an modulated speech 
reprompt (Nara, Col 9, Lines 10-15). 

10. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsunoda in view 
of Marx et al (U.S. Patent: 6,173,266), and further in view of Mandel et al (U.S. Patent: 
4,400,787). 

With respect to Claim 25, Tsunoda in view of Marx teaches the method of volume 
alteration of a voice warning according to urgency that also includes a means for reprompting a 
user after a failed interaction using an alternative prompt and changing a dialog state upon failing 
to respond to a final reprompt, as applied to Claim 20. Tsunoda in view of Marx does not 
specifically suggest that an alternative prompt differs in word arrangement, however Mandel 
recites: 

The plurality of alternatives differs in word arrangement (Col. 1, Line 59- Col. 2, Line 8). 



Application/Control Number: 09/807,638 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2655 

Tsunoda, Marx, and Mandel are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in system information presentation through synthesized speech. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the 
teachings of Tsunoda in view of Marx with the means for arranging word order in a status 
message reprompt as taught by Mandel to prevent a monotonous repetition of the same message 
and increase message emphasis or urgency (Mandel, Col 1, Line 64- Col 2, Line 1). 

1 1 . Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsunoda in view 
of Marx et al (U.S. Patent: 6,173,266), and further in view of Chen et al (U.S. Patent: 
5,864,805). 

With respect to Claim 27, Tsunoda does not specifically suggest switching to a selection 
list upon a failure to interact. Tsunoda in view of Marx teaches the method of volume alteration 
of a voice warning according to urgency that also includes a means for reprompting a user after a 
failed interaction using an alternative prompt and changing a dialog state upon failing to respond 
to a final reprompt, as applied to Claim 20. Although Tsunoda in view of Marx teaches 
changing the dialog communication level to a fallback method upon repeated recognition errors, 
Tsunoda in view of Marx does not teach presenting a recognition candidate list to a user as a 
result of a recognition error, however Chen discloses such a means (Col. 6, Line 66- Col 7, Line 

Tsunoda, Marx, and Chen are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in speech signal processing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Tsunoda in view of Marx with 
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the means for presenting a recognition candidate list to a user as a result of a recognition error as 
taught by Chen in order to provide a means for a user to easily correct a recognition error by 
selecting an alterative choice from a list of recognition candidates (Chen, Col 1, Lines 26-43). 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Pickering (U.S. Patent: 6,601,029)- teaches a method for emphasizing an uncertain 
portion of a voice prompt by changing word order or voice volume. 

Stammler et al (U.S. Patent: 6,839,670)- teaches a speech dialog system for automobile 
systems control. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (703) 305-8669 
and email is James.Wozniak@uspto.gov. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays- 
Fridays, 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To can be reached at (703) 305-4827. The fax/phone number for the 
Technology Center 2600 where this application is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 



Application/Control Number: 09/807,638 



Page 1 1 



* Art Unit: 2655 



Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the technology center receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
0377. 



James S. Wozniak 
1/27/2005 




